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Educational Attainment by Achievement
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Personal Income per Capita to Achievement

Q
Massachusetts
Mew Hampshire
250
O
Minnesota
O
cl‘le«.fders-e‘,'
ﬂﬂ Maryland
mog
245 Pennsylvani © 0
O , O "ENNSYVENES  VigiiADakota
Flﬂrtmrﬂliﬁgmm'” Colorado 8]
I titaana TS O Wyoming
Q O Washington O
% Utah lowa O Connecticut
2 QED o TD o Rhode Mand
ntuck ) | LEXAS outh Dakota
240 ldaho 4 Missouri O Delawag
Florida Nebrﬁt}
O _ Hawdinois
A Georgia O
rkemnsas
South Carolina 'I'I_Il'"ﬂ 0O New York
t%ichigan Alaska
235
':' Arizona '®)
WestVirginia . .
Califarnia
O O
Mew Mexid¢gnnesses
Q
Alabama G
230 O Lovisiana
Mississippi
JOK 35K 40K 45K 50K BEK GOk

Personal Income per capita



MAEP

250

245

240

235

230

225

O

Yermont

10

Morth D&kota

11
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All Revenue per Student by NAEF scores

2585
(8]
- Massachusetts
250 Mew Hampshire
o
Minnesota
[ ]
Wermont
245 .0 Mew Jersey
Moghamsasta . o
Q Montana | o) Maine (3 o Connecticut
[chﬁm" ggr':'“'ﬁi Ai€iimisin Pennsylvarfiryand
o So EI{;MEE: 1."'."_,-'|:||||"|1ing|
W o,q (AVETAOSy |daho . :
3 Utah '.rl'TbﬂbsLllJll & [ew ork
e lelela‘e.-’are ™
Kentuck®  Mebras:a Rhode |sland
90regon Hlinois .
hrkansas Alaska
Oklahoma ] D o
235 S%éu#aga 13an Hawaii
W tﬁ' i
o g5 Iﬁjlﬂ
Tennessee . .
230 o Gi“fCIFI'IIE
Arizona Mew Mefco
Louisiana
O
O Alabama
Mississippi
225 Average
i gk 10K 12K 14K 16K 18K 20K 22K

Total rev per student
source: NAEP, Moody's Economy.com, LFA
Humber of Public Ed Students
88,155
2,000,000
4 D00, D00
8,253,445



All Revenue to Graduation
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Total rev per student
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RANDOM EFFECTS PANEL REGRESSION

RESULTS

= Educational attainment: 0.2867 (every % increase in
percentage of adults with bachelors degree represents a
0.2867 increase in NAEP scores;

= Teacher - student ratio: -0.3534 (not statistically significant)

= Federal revenue per student: 0.0018 (not statistically
significant)

m State revenue per student: 0.0007 (about $900 million to
increase NAEP scores 1 point)

® Local revenue per student: 0.0006 (about $1 billion to
increase NAEP scores 1 point)

= Single parents: -17.9258 (every % of households headed by a
single parent decreases the score by almost 18 points

= Foreign born: -0.0011 (every percentage increase in foreign
born population decreases expected NAEP score by 0.001)

= Absent these factors, expected score is: 218.74
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UTAH STATE LEGISLATURE 2013 INTERIM

FIVE YEAR PROJECTIONS

N A N EXECUTIVE APPROPRIATIONS COMMITTEE
SCAL ANALYST] STAFF: THOMAS YOUNG, PH.D., ANDREA WILKO, PH.D., ANGELA J. OH, & STEVEN ALLRED

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This study presents a five year outlook of cash inflow, cash outflow, financial obligations, and debt service
commitments of the State of Utah based upon a methodology proposed by the Governmental Accounting
Standards Board (GASB). Itis intended to provide legislators with useful information to make long term
revenue and expenditure decisions, while simultaneously testing to see if GASB’s guidelines are
practicable. The study concludes that the General and Education Funds are on sustainable trajectories and
that Utah is on target to meet long-term financial obligations like debt service and retirement. It finds that
projected transportation outlay levels are not sustainable over the five year period given associated
income projections. The study notes that the single largest component of cash inflow - federal grants and
aid - is currently at risk due to federal deficit reduction. Finally, the study compares GASB’s proposed
methodology to observed experience in FY 2013 and recommends using the GASB methodology only when
done so in conjunction with Utah’s existing consensus processes.

Five Year Budget Position Projection

FY 13- FY 17
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UPDATE ON STATE DEBT

Estimated Outstanding Debt and Constitutional Debt Limits
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Figure 1

Calculation of Constitutional Debt Limit

Utah code clarifies that the constitutional limit should be calculated using 100 percent of the fair market
value of taxable property from the last assessment. However, neither the constitution nor statute precisely
defines how to make the calculation. Specifically neither is clear as to:

1. What constitutes the “last” assessment of property? Is the annual Tax Commission report sufficient
or should up-to-date property estimates be used?

2. Whatis included in assessed property? Should land assessed under the Farmland Assessment Act be
included at fair market value and/or are there other properties not currently being assessed that
should be?

3. What property tax projections will determine estimated future debt limits? As the debt limitis a
percent of property values, projecting a future debt ceiling requires an estimate of future fair
market property values. Currently, taxable property value estimates used in public education
calculations are also used to estimate future debt limits.

The Analyst recommends the Legislature consider legislation to clarify these three questions.
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THE GO-GO DAYS...

Calculation of Available Revenue Assuming Feb. '07 Estimates and FY 07-FY 08

Revenue Ongoing One-time*

General Fund 2.284.040.000 278.440.760

Education Fund 3.000.500,000 602.211.295
Total $5.284.540.,000 $880.652.,055

2007 General Session Appropriations**

General Fund (1,790,578,100) (35.075,700)
Education Fund (2.741.844.214) (13.433,600)
Total ($4.532.422.314) ($48.509,300)

Available Revenue

General Fund 493.461.900 243.365,060

Education Fund 258.655.786 588.777.695
Total $752.117.686 $832.142.755
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UTAH BUDGET - GF/EF

BY AREA OF EXPENDITURE
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RAINY DAY FUNDS

Rainy Day Fund Balances - in Millions
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UTAH BUDGET - GF/EF

BY AREA OF EXPENDITURE
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